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Volume 40, Number 2 Letters to the Editor 403impact on this number and reduce the mortality and morbidity
associated with aneurysmal disease.
Scott T. Hollenbeck
K. Craig Kent
Weill Medical College of Cornell University
Columbia College of Physicians and Surgeons
New York Presbyterian Hospital
New York, NY,
REFERENCES
1. Lee TY, Korn P, Heller JA, Kilaru S, Beavers FP, Bush HL, et al. The
cost-effectiveness of a “quick-screen” program for abdominal aortic
aneurysms. Surgery 2002;132:399-407.
2. Rembold CM. Number needed to screen: development of a statistic for
disease screening. BMJ 1998;317:307-12.
3. Humphrey LL, Helfand M, Chan BK, Woolf SH. Breast cancer screen-
ing: a summary of the evidence for the U.S. Preventive Services Task
Force. Ann Intern Med 2002;137:347-60.
4. Heller JA, Weinberg A, Arons R, Krishnasastry KV, Lyon RT, Deitch JS,
et al. Two decades of abdominal aortic aneurysm repair: have we made
any progress? J Vasc Surg 2000;32:1091-100.
doi:10.1016/j.jvs.2004.05.003
Regarding “Deep vein harvest: Predicting need for
fasciotomy”
We read with interest the article presented by Modrall et al (J
Vasc Surg 2004;39:387-94). The authors present a large experi-
ence, but we were surprised by the high incidence of fasciotomy.
As a whole, 17.8% of the limbs required a fasciotomy after deep
vein harvest. The incidence after operation for infected aortic
prosthesis was 19.3%. This does certainly not reflect our own
experience!
We have been using the technique of in situ reconstruction
with the deep veins for prosthetic infection for more than 10 years
and some of our results have been published previously.1,2 Our
overall experience with in situ reconstruction, using the deep veins,
in infection after aortic prosthesis covers now 90 patients (aortoen-
teric fistula, n  25; “primary” infection, n  65). Five patients
required a partial graft excision (ie, iliofemoral venous interposi-
tion), but the majority (94.5%) underwent complete graft excision
and in situ replacement by venous aortofemoral (n  75) or
aortoiliac (n  10) graft. With regard to our technique, we would
like to emphasize that, with just one exception, we never harvested
the deep veins in combination with the ipsilateral greater saphe-
nous vein. After harvesting the veins, the wounds are closed
immediately and the limbs are packed by an elastic bandage before
continuing the operation. Intermittent pneumatic compression is
used routinely for 5 days.
Overall, in this series of 90 patients, the deep veins were
harvested in 172 limbs and deep vein harvest was complete—
according to the definition of Modrall et al—in 165 limbs (96%).
Preoperative ankle-brachial indexes (ABIs) were known in 160
limbs (93%). The mean ABI was 0.74 0.28 and an ABI0.5 was
noted in 40 cases (25%) (Figure). As in the series of Modrall et al,
the need for fasciotomy was left to the clinical judgment of the
surgeon, with 4 patients (4.5%) requiring a fasciotomy within 30
days of the operation. This means a limb-related incidence of only
2.3%. One fasciotomy was performed during the initial operation
on a patient who was operated on emergently because of acute
ischemia. The other 3 patients developed an acute ischemia after
unilateral thrombosis of the venous graft in the immediate postop-
erative period. Repair consisted of thrombectomy, and concomi-
tant fasciotomy was felt necessary. The preoperative ABIs in these
4 limbs were 0.2, 0.4, 0.6, and 1.1, respectively.Because 3 of the 4 fasciotomies were the result of technical
failures, we cannot confirm the data presented by Modrall et al.
Knowing that 87% of the fasciotomies in their series were per-
formed during the initial operation, we also wonder which param-
eters they have to justify this position and whether the authors have
any data that a fasciotomy was in fact really necessary.
From our series, we instead conclude that acute venous mor-
bidity with compartment syndrome after deep venous harvest
represents an exceptional event. This is also in agreement with
some other (smaller) series, in which acute venous hypertension
and compartment syndrome were not mentioned as a problem
after harvesting the deep veins.3-6
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a much lower rate of fasciotomy (2.3% of limbs) than the rate of
fasciotomy (17.8% of limbs) reported by our group in 264 limbs in
162 patients (J Vasc Surg 2004;39:387-94). The discrepancy in
the rate of fasciotomies between the groups may be related to
patient populations and the clinical threshold for fasciotomy. In
our report, 2 factors were identified by logistic regression analysis
as independent predictors of the need for fasciotomy after deep
vein harvest: lower preoperative ankle-brachial index (ABI) and
concurrent greater saphenous vein (GSV) harvest in the ipsilateral
extremity [odds ratios of 60.08 and 9.89, respectively]. While the
mean ABI reported by Nevelsteen (0.74  0.28) is similar to the
mean ABI in our series (0.72 0.28), concurrent GSV harvest was
required for infrainguinal bypass due to ongoing ischemia in 25
limbs in our series, compared to no limbs requiring GSV harvest in
the Nevelsteen series. This variable underscores an important
difference between the series, as limbs requiring concurrent GSV
harvest accounted for 19 of 47 (40.4%) fasciotomies in our series.
We hypothesize that the disparate rate of GSV harvest in the 2
series suggests a greater extent of preoperative ischemia in our
series despite no discernible difference in the mean ABI between
series. Further evidence of the prevalence of severe ischemia in our
series is the observation that 42 of 47 limbs undergoing fasciotomy
either had a concurrent GSV harvest or an ABI 0.5. Perhaps avide more insight into the magnitude of ischemia in the 2 series,
but these data were not reported by either group.
An alternative explanation for the difference in fasciotomy
rates between the 2 series may be related to the threshold for
performing a fasciotomy. As in the Nevelsteen series, the decision
to perform a fasciotomy was a clinical decision made by the
attending surgeon. Compartment pressures were not measured, so
this approach may be inexact and could lead to unnecessary “pro-
phylactic” fasciotomies in some cases. Early in the experience with
deep vein harvesting at our institution, there were some informa-
tive cases involving delayed recognition of a compartment syn-
drome that led to muscle necrosis and amputation. This early
experience clearly shaped our approach to fasciotomy in patients
undergoing deep vein harvest, lowering our threshold for perform-
ing a fasciotomy after deep vein harvest. The experience of Nevel-
steen and colleagues, however, suggests that a more expectant
approach to the development of compartment syndrome may be
appropriate, especially in patients who lack the major risk factors
for fasciotomy identified in our series.
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